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Differences in Iowa Farms 
and 
Their Significance in the Planning 
of Agricultural Programs! 
By WALTER W . WILCOX' AND NORMAN V. STRAND' 
'fhis bulletin reports the results of a study designed to 
measure the variations in cropping and livestock sy ' tems with-
:n the type·of-farming areas of Iowa. 
The national agricultural adjustment programs of recent 
years have recognized the variations between types of farm-
ing in different regions. The differences between farming sys-
tems within regions have received only limited recognition. 
Some of the shortcomings of the current agricultural programs 
have been attributed to their failure to make adequate allow-
ance for individual farm variations. 
No one has known the extent or the exact nature of these 
"Variations between Iowa farms. Type-of-farming studies made 
by Holmes and Crickman' have demonstrated that broad dif-
ferences between average farming systems in different sections 
of the state exist and have shown how these area differences 
are related to the existing natural resources and economic 
forces. On the basis of their findings they divided the state 
into areas according to the prevalenee " of particular farming 
systems. Figure 1 shows these type-of-farming areas. But 
no study, previous .to the one reported here, measured the 
farm to farm variations within these type-of-farming areas. 
. This s~udy also serves two other purposes. The data on in-
dividual farm variations are of considerable value in develop-
ing a more scientific approach to land appraisal. The varia-
tions found and the knowledge of their relation to such factors 
as soil productivity and size of farm are of. value in develop~ 
ing a more adequate sampling procedure in farni management 
studies. ", ' ., 
1 Project 520 'of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station and Official Project 
65·72-5321 of the Works Progress Administration. 
2 Research Assistant Professor, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. 
3 Research Assistant, Iowa State Planning Board, and Supervisor, WP A, Official 
Project 65·72·5321. L . K. Soth, editor of the Iowa Farm Economist, assisted 
material1y in the preparation of this Rlanuscript for pUblication . 
• Holmes, O. L. Types of farming in Iowa. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta,. Bul. 256, 1929 ~ 
and Orickman" O. W. and Holmes, O. L. Types of farming in Iowa II . Iowa Agr. 
Exp. St., Bul. 3 74 , 1938. 
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}-'ig. 1. Type-of-f:1rming areas ift Iowa. 
At the invItation of the experiment station, the Iowa State 
Planning Board sponsored a WPA project to analyze a sample 
of the agricultural statistics gathered by assessors in 1928, 
1929, 1930, 1932 and 1933. The analysis of this wealth of 
data indicates the amount of variation in farm cropping and 
livestock systems which exists within each type-of-farmin~ 
area. It also shows how these variations are related to such 
factors as quality of the soil, size of farm and tenure of 
operator. 
HOW THE SAMPLE WAS SELECTED 
Figure 2, showing the principal soil types of Iowa, gives 
some indication of the variation in soil resources within the 
type of farming areas. The county soil maps with their 
greater detail suggest even larger differences than are shown 
here. 
The sample used in this study was selected to make possible 
comparisons between farm practices on soils with differen t 
productivity levels.' Three groups of townships were selected 
(the county soil maps were used for the purpose ) in each 
type-of-farming area: 
1. One group of townships is representative of the mOilt 
productive soils of the area. 
2. A second group of townships is representative of soils 
in the areas that are intermediate in productivity. 
• For ... rating of the so ils of Iowa on the basis of their productivity see Brown, 
P. E., Soils of Iowa, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. , Special Report No.3, 1936. p. 211 ff. 
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3. The third group of townships IS representative of the 
Jeast productive soils of the area. 
In two type-of-farming areas this scheme had to be modified. 
The Cash Grain Area is so homogeneous in soil resources that 
it was not possible to select three groups of townships repre-
sentative of the best, intermediate and poorest soils. Here 
all three groups, distinguished only as northern, central and 
southern groups, are representative of · the most productive 
soils of the state. 
In the Western Livestock Area, one group of townships was 
selected on the northern Marshall silt loam, a second on the 
southern and rougher Marshall silt loam and a third on the 
less productive Missouri bottom lands. 
Figure 3 shows the location of the sample townships for 
which 5-year crop acreage and production data were studied. 
The original data did not permit the computation of a 5-
year average for each individual farm. The same farms were 
included in the study for the entire period, hence although 
a total of 65,000 cases appears in the tables, there were only 
approximately 13,000 different farms. There were between 
2,000 and 3,000 farms or around 13,000 cases in ellch type·of-
farming area. Table 1 indicates how the soils in the sample 
townships compare with the soils in the entire areas" 
• 'l'able 1 in appendix A gives land utilization and crop yield data for the entire 
type·of·farming areas and for the selected samples. 
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Fig. 2. Principal soil types of Iowa. 
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Fig. 3. Location of s3mp!e towllships . 
Although these sample townships were selected on the basis 
of the homogeneity of their soils, there are wide variation" 
within them. 'l'his is particularly true in the case of the inter-
mediate classification where a number of different soil types 
converged.' As a result, a part of the variation in farm or-
ganization found within each group of townships is a matter 
of the adaptation of the org'anization to the resources, rather 
than var iations in organization on identical resources. 
SOIL RESOURCES AND VARIATIONS IN TYPES OF 
FARMING 
SOIL RESOURCES AND USE OF CROPLAND 
Proportion of farm land in crops is a factor closely · asso-
ciated with soil resources. In all except the vVesteru Live-
stock Area the- farms in the townships having the most pro-
ductive soils have from one-fourth to one-half more of thei l' 
farm land in crops than the farms in the townships with the 
least productive soils. In the Western Ijiyestock .a-l'ea the 
least productiYe soils are bottom lands subject to o:verflow, 
but they are cropped whenever possible. 
Difference" in the proportion of farm land in crops on in-
7 Tflble 2 in apJl("ll 'l ix A lis ts the majo:- soil types represented in each group of 
townshi ps. 
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TABLE 1. PERCENTAGE OF THE SOILS IN THE SELECTED TOWNSH[ E'S 
AND IN THE ENTIRE AREAS FALLING IN VARIOUS 
PRODUCTIVITY CLASSES.* 
Productivity Productivity I Productivity 
classes class classes 
1 'and 2 3 4 and 5 
Dairy Area 
Most productive soil ______________________ . 86 9 5 Intermediate soil ___________________________ _ 70 17 U Least productive soil _____ ________________ _ _ 14 70 16 All townships in sample ___ __ ___ ________ _ 58 31 11 Entire area _____________________________ _ 59 29 12 
Cash Grain Area** Northern townships ________________________ _ 88 5 1 Central townships __________ ________________ _ 94 3 3 Southern townships ________________________ _ 93 5 2 All townships in slimvle ________________ _ 92 4 4 Entire area _____________________________ _ 85 10 I> 
Western Livestock Area Northern townships ________________________ _ 90 9 1 Southern townships _________________________ _ 80 20 0 
Missouri bottom le.nds _________ ____________ _ 0 52 48 AlI townships in sample ________________ _ 59 26 15 Entire area _______ ______________ ________ _ 74 20 6 
Eastern Livestock Area MOot productive soil _______________________ _ 83 17 0 Intermediate soil ___________________________ _ 65 31 4 
Least productive soli ___ ___________________ _ 20 65 15 AlI townships in sample _______________ _ 51 37 6 Entire area _____________________________ _ 51 36 1 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soil _______________________ _ 12 19 9 
Intermediat~ soil ___________________________ _ 49 29 22 Least productive soil _____ __ _______________ _ 26 42 32 
AlI townships in sample __ ______________ _ 51 29 20 Entire area ____________________ _________ _ 43 32 25 
* Productivity classes 1 and 2 are the most productive soils. See footnote refer ~ 
ence p.4. 
** Pr~ cti ca lly a ll of the so ils in the Cash Gr a in and 'Western L ivestock Areas 
classify in productivity classes 1 and 2. so a different system of groupin; the 
sample townships was adopted in these areas. 
dividual farms within type-of-farming areas are much greater 
than average differences between areas. Table 2 shows the 
median percentages of farm land in crops in townships with 
soils of different productivity levels. Even within these dif-
ferent townships there is again a WIde variation in the pro-
portion of farm land in crops as is shown in fig . 6 and ap-
pendix A, table 4.· 
The proportion of the cropland in corn also varies with the 
productivity level of the soils but not in the same direction 0[' 
8 Although only the summary tables are presented in the appendb,. frequency d is· 
tributions were made for each of the factors, proportion of farm land in crops, 
proportion of cropland in corn, small grain and hay. and corn and oat yields, with 
the data subgrouped. into (}wned and rented farms as well as into size classes. TheRe 
tables, 12 for each type-of-farming area. have been mimeogra.phed for use at the col· 
lege and will be furnished on request tG /lo -limited number. 
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TABLE · 2 . ACRES IN CROPS PER 100 ACRES FARM LAND.* 
Most Inter- Least 
'l'ype-of-farming productive mediate productive All 
area soils soils soils soils 
------
Dairy 
- -- -- -- ---- - - ---- -- ---- -- -- --- 72 64 l>1 63 
Casi> (.rain 
- ---- -- - -- ---- -- -------- 78 78 
~astern Livestock 
---------------- 73 65 53 65 
Wester:l Livestock 
----------------
76 71 82 76 
Southern Pasture 
----------------- 64 00 51 59 
* Rotation pasture was not enumerated by the assessors and therefore is not 
included in these figures . All figures would be around 5 to 10 percent higher if 
rotation pasture were included . 
to the same degree in all sections of the state. The propor-
tions of cropland in corn in townships of different productiv-
ity levels are shown in table 3. 
Both in the Dairy and the Southern Pasture areas farmers 
on the most productive land raise more acres of corn ·per 100 
acres of cropland than farmers on the least productive land. 
In the western area, though, farmers on the Missouri bot-
toms and those on the rolling Marshall soils of the southern 
half of the area raise about 20 percent more acres of corn 
per 100 acres of cropland than the men on the more level soil 
farther north. 
Variations in hay acreage are extremely wide both within 
and between type-of-farming areas. Data in table 4 indicate 
that in all areas except the Western Livestock area, the hay 
acreage per 100 crop acres increases as the productivity level 
of the soil declines. In the Western Livestock Area as was 
pointed out before, the least productive soils are bottom lands 
and are particularly suited to corn and wheat production 
when the rivers do not overflow. In other areas farmers on 
the . least productive soils grow one-half larger hay acreages 
per 100 acres of cropland than those on the most productive 
soils. Variations in hay production within groups of town-
ships are extremely wide, too, as shown by the frequency 
curves in fig. 7. 
TABLE 3. ACRES IN CORN PER 100 CROP ACRES.* 
Most Inter- Least 
Type-of-farming productive mediate productive All 
area soils soils soils soilS 
-----
Dairy 
-- ----------- - - ------- ---------
44 41 36 41 
Cash Grain 
--- -- ----------- --- -----
54 04 
Western Livestock 
- ---- -------- ---
53 63 64 59 
Eastern Livestock 
--- -- -- ---------- 49 51 47 49 
Southern Pasture 
-----------------
51 48 44 48 
* The cwnission of rotation pasture results in the corn acreage being a higher 
proportion of the land in crops than it would be of the total land in rotation. The 
distributions from which these means were computed together with the standard 
deviations are shown in appendix A. table 5. 
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TABLE 4. AORES IN HAY PER 100 AORES OF OROpLAND.* 
Most Inter- Least 
Type-of-farming producLive mediate productive All 
area Boils Boils soils soils 
Dairy 
--- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- - - -- ----- 16 22 29 21 
Casll Grain 
- ---- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --- 6 6 
Western Livestock 
--- ------ -------
10 11 5 9 
Eastern Livestock 
--- ---- --------- 16 19 24 19 
Southern Pasture 
------- ----------
19 25 29 24 
* 'rhe distributions from which these means were computed are shown in appendix 
A. table 6. 
Iowa cropland is almost all utilized by the three crops-
corn, hay and small grain. Since this is true small grain 
acreage must also be related to soil resources as a residual of 
the acreage in corn and hay. Data in table 5 indicate th!1t 
in all areas of the state, the percentage of cropland in small 
grain is higher on the most productive soils than on the least 
productive ones. 
SOIL RESOURCES AND CORN YIELDS 
Corn yields also vary within the type-of-farming areas in 
relation to the productivity of the soil but to a less extellt 
than one might think. 'l'hese data are given in table 6. Corll 
yields on the farms in the least productive soil class in the 
Dairy Area are actually higher than on those in the most pro-
ductive class. 
This at first might suggest that some mistake had been 
made in selecting these townships or classifying the~ 
The reason for the higher yields on the soiLs of J;£e---poorer 
townships is seen, however, in the fact that only 18 percent 
of the farm land is devoted to corn production on these farms, 
as compared with 31 percent of the farm land in the most 
productive townships. Farmers on the inherently poorer 
TABLE 5. ACRES IN SMALL GRAIN PER 100 ACRES CROPLAND. * 
Most Inter- Least 
Type-of- farming productive meuiate productive All 
area soils soils soils soils 
----
r)airy 
--------- --- ---- ------ ---- -----
38 34 32 35 
Cash Grain 
--- ------- -- ---- -------- 39 39 
Western Livestock 
--- -- ---- ------- 36 26 23 29 
Eastern Livestock 
------- ----- -----
34 29 26 30 
Southern Pasture 
- --- ------------- 27 22 21 23 
* The data in this table are medians rather than weighted averages. The fre· 
-l,uency distributions from which these medians were computed are shown in ap-
pendix A. table 7. 
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TABLE 6. BUSHELS OF CORN PRODUCED PER ACRE ON SOILS OF 
THREE LEVELS OF PRODUCTIVITY IN THE FIVE 'fYPE·OF· 
~'ARMING AREAS IN IOWA *. 
Most 
Type-o!-!arming productive 
Brel1 soils 
Dairy _______________________________ 41 
Cas;] Grain ________________________ 42 
Western Livestock _____ ___________ 39 
Eastern Livestock _________________ 48 
:Southern Pasture ________ __ _______ 41 
Inter-
mediate 
soils 
38 
_. 
41 
44 
34 
soils 
All 
soils 
pr~~::ive \ 
-.:-----
43 
39 
39 
30 
41 
42 
39 
44 
36 
* 1.'he distributions f10m which these means were computed together with the 
standard devi. tions, are shown in appendix A, table 8. 
soils in the Dairy Area apparently have conserved their land 
better and as a result are now getting the higher yields. 
Data for oat yields show approximately the same relationships 
as corn in each of the type-of-farming areas (appendix A, 
table 9). 
VARIATIONS IN LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS 
Variations in livestock systems within the type-of-farming 
areas are somewhat related to the differences in cropping 
systems found ." Farms with cropping systems based largely 
on corn and oat production have but small livestock enter-
prises. Those which include a moderate or intermediate 
amount of hay and rotation pasture have heavy livestock 
programs. Cropping systems with extremely high acreages of 
hay and pasture support less livestock than the intermediate 
cropping systems, but more than those with the largest corn 
and oat acreages. There is, however, a great deal of varia-
Liun ':::'om the average. Standard deviations are rather large 
in all caselS. (See tables in appendix D.) 
Differences in the proportions of the various classes of live-
:;:, tock associated with different croppiug systems are less than 
one might expect. On the whole, farmers who raise more 
than the average proportion of soil-conserving crops keep 
more than the average number of all classes of animals in-
cluding hogs. The greatest difference in livestock production 
associated with difference in cropping systems is in numbers 
of beef and dairy cattle. 
OTHER SOURCES OF VARIATIONS WITHIN TYPE-OF-
FARMING AREAS 
Size of farm and whether or not the operator owns the 
land are important factors influencing the farm organizatioll. 
In this study all the data were subclassified and analyzed on 
8. This section is based on findings reported in Bulletin 361 of this station, 
Livestock Production in Iowa as Related to Hay and Pasture. 
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the basis of four size-of-farm groups- 60-139 acres, 140-179 
acres, 180-279 and 280 acres and over: rrenant and owner-
operated farms were also studied separately.'· 
FARM SIZE, USE OF CROPLAND AND LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS 
1'he size of farm is a much larger factor in determining 
the kind and amount of livestock kept per 100 acres than in 
determining the type of cropping systcm followed. In fact , 
there is practically no difference between the average per-
centage of cropland in corn and hay on farms of the various 
sizes. This is demonstrated by data for the state as a whole 
in table 7. 
Livestock numbers and crop acreages depart more widely 
from the average on small farms than on large farms." This 
is the most noteworthy difference between these groups. In 
each type-of-farming area and on all soil productivity levels 
there is more dispersion about the averages computed for the 
small farms than about averages for the larger farms. 1'his 
is illustrated by the frequency curves in fig . 4. In this figure 
the proportion of farms ranging from 60 to 139 acres and 
of farms over 280 acres in size having specified proportions 
of their cropland in corn are compared. There are 23,944 
cases of farms ranging from 60 to 139 acres and 7,556 cases 
of farms of 280 acres and over. 
TABLE 7. ACRES OF CORN AND HAY PER 100 CROP ACRES ON FARMS 
o~' DIF~'EREN'P SIZES. 
Size of farm 
00-139 Acres ________________ ____________________ _ 
140-179 Acrcs ____________________________________ _ 
180-279 Acres ____________________________________ _ 
280-0ve~ Acres ___________________________________ _ 
Most 
productive 
soils 
52 
51 
50 
50 
I Least productive soils 
Corn 
49 
48 
47 
46 
All 
soils 
51 
50 
49 
49 
-------------- -----1---- -------------All sizes _________________________________________ _ 
00-139 Acres ____________________ __ __ ___ _________ _ 
140-179 Acres ____________________________________ _ 
180-279 Acres ____________________________________ _ 
280--over Acres __________________________________ _ 
51 
13 
12 
12 
11 
48 
Hay 
23 
20 
23 
21 
50 
18 
15 
16 
15 
- ----------------- -- ---- - - - - - - ----All sizes __________________________________________ _ 12 22 16 
9 Fa.rms from 3 to 59 acres in size were enumerated but omitted from the analys is 
because they are often partrtime farms in Iowa. 
1D Part owned and part rented f"rms were enumerated but omitted from thc 
analysis because of their small number. 
"F()r proof of this see appendix B, tables 1 to 4. al\(1 appendix D. tabl es 1. 3 
and 6. 
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Fig. 4 . . Distributio,?- of small and large farms a ccording to the proportion of the 
cropland m corn. Nme percent of the large fa.rms ha.d less than 30 percenb of 
their cropland jn corn , and 9 percent had over 65 percent in corn. Twelve and 
19 p ercent of the small fa.rms fell in these respective classifications. 
Since small farms have both extremes {)f cropping systems 
to a greater degree than the larger farms, additional in-
formation regarding the economic forces affecting the or-
ganization of small farms would be highly desirable. Un-
fortunately the data used in this study were inadequate to 
permit such an analysis. 
Data in table 8 indicate that even though average cropping 
systems on the small and large farms differ but little, average 
livestock systems are materially different. The small farms 
have more livestock of all kinds with the exception of beef 
rows per 100 acres of farm land than the large farms. The 
most important difference on the basis of the data in table 
TABLE 8. NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK PER 100 ACRE S OF FARM LAND.· 
Number of casco ___ ___ ___ ____________________________ ___ ___ __ _ 
Breeding sows ___________ __ ---- ---- --- ------------ ------ ---- ----
Hilk cows ________________________ ----- ----- -------- ____ -- -- -----
All cattle !lnd calves _____________________________ ______ __ _____ _ 
Sheep and lambs _____ _____________________ ___ ________ ____ _____ _ 
Work horses ______ __ _______________ _____ ______ ________ ______ ----
Farms under Farms over 
140 acres 140 acres 
293 
1.8 
7.1 
15.3 
5.1 
3 .2 
497 
1.2 
4. 4 
15.1 
4.3 
2.2 
* D ata fr om B. A. E. . D ec. I , 1935. I,ivesto ck Survey (see fig. 6 , Bul. 3 61 , 10w\\ 
Agr . E xp. Sta.). 
13 
TABLE 9. PERCENT OF CROPLAND DEVOTED TO CORN AND HAY ON 
RENT~D AND OWN~~OPERATED FARMS. 
Tenure of operator 
---------_.-
Owners _____________________________________ _____ __ __ ___________ _ 
Tenan ts __________________________________________ ____ __________ _ 
il.Jl tenures _____________________________________________________ _ 
Corn 
48 
51 
50 
Hay 
2() 
14 
16 
8 is the number of milk cows. If similar data for poultry 
were avaiIable, they probably would show more poultry kept 
on the small farms too. On a percentage basis the small 
farms had 50 percent more sows, 61 percent more milk cows, 
18 percent more sheep and lambs and 46 percent more work 
stock per 100 acres than the large farms. Total number of 
cattle kept, however, differed but little. 
TENURE AND FARM ORGANIZATION 
The proportion of cropland normally kept in hay differs 
more between tenants and owners than do the acreages 
these two groups devote to corn. (See table 9. ) 
In most type-of-farming areas owner farms differ from 
(·ne another more than do tenant-operated farms. Figure 5, 
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Fig. 6. Distribution of farms on the most and leash pToductive soi's accorrl:ll .t; 
to the proportion of the cropland in corn. See a.ppendix A, table 5, for number 
of cases where com was oyer 65 percent or less than 30 percent of the cropland. 
their cropland in corn, illustrates the differences found. The 
data on which this figure is based include 26,002 cases of 
owner-operated farms and 33,038 cases of tenant-operated 
farms. 
Corn yields on the owner-operated farms run from 1 to 3 
bushels an acre higher in each of the type-of-farming areas. 
'I'his small difference is statistically significant. (See ap-
pendix C, table 6.) 
VARIATIONS IN FARMING ON SI~ILAR SOILS 
Variations in cropping systems among farms on similar soils 
are fully as great as the differences associated with the dif-
ferent levels of soil productivity. Figure 6 shows the distribu-
tion of farms according to the proportion of the cropland 
in corn in townships having the most productive and least 
productive soils in the Dairy, Eastern Livestock and Pasture 
areas. This figure shows that, in addition to the variations 
associated with differences in the productivity class of the 
soils, there is a wide variation in the proportion of cropland 
in corn on similar soils. The figure shows little variation in 
the proportion of cropland in corn on the best soils, but with 
the exception of the Dairy Area, much variation on the least 
productive soils. This lack of similarity in the proportion 
of the cropland in corn on the farms in the townships hav-
ing the least productive soils suggests that generalizations 
with respect to desirable adjustments in crop acreages in 
these townships must be made with great care. 
The foregoing is even more true with respect to soil-con-
serving crops. The frequency curves, showing the distribu-
tion of farms according to the proportion of cropland in hay 
in these same townships, are given in fig. 7, and the extreme 
variation in proportion of cropland in hay is found on the 
least productive soils in the Southern Pasture area. On the 
one hand, 25 percent of the farms had less than 10 percent 
of their cropland in hay and on the other 27 percent. had hay 
on 40 percent of their cropland. Both in the Western Live-
stock and the Cash Grain Areas well over half of the farmers 
had less than 10 percent, and over three-fourths had less 
than 20 percent of their cropland in hay. 
Corn yields are more variable in the Southern Pasture 
Area than in other sections of the state. Figure 8 indicates 
the variation in corn yields within townships having similar 
levels of soil productivity. 
Oat yields are relatively more variable than corn yields in 
all sections of the state. In the same townships where the 
standard deviations were 25 to 30 percent of the mean corn 
yields, the standard deviations were 30 to 40 percent of the 
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mean oat yields. (See appendix A, tables 8 and 9.) 
Variations in livestock production within townships having 
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l'elatively similar resources appeal' to be far greater, how-
ever , than variations in cropping systems and y ields, Stand-
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Fig, 8. Distr~bution of farms on the most and least productive soi ls according 
to per acre corn yields. See appendix A, table 8, for number of cases where corn 
yields were over 70 or less than 20 bushels. 
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ard deviations run from one-half to fully as large or even 
larger than the mean on many items such as hogs raised per 
farm or per 100 acres of corn raised. Farm to farm variations 
in beef cattle production are especially great. (See appen-
dix D.) 
'l'hese variations in livestock and cropping systems in 
townships where the soil resources are relatively homogeneous 
arise from a combination of circumstances. Chief among thesc 
circumstances, especially in the case of livestock production, 
is the variation in the personal qualifications, likes and dis-
likes, habits, training, experience and managerial ability of 
farm operators. Another important factor is the financial 
situation of each operator. Some families have heavy family 
living expenses and high debts, while others whose children 
are grown may have much lighter annual cash expenses. 
Again market outlets may be a factor . 
WHA'l' THESE DIFFERENCES IMPLY 
IN PLANNING NATIONAL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS 
The 1934 and 1935 corn-hog programs sponsored by the 
AAA had as their primary objective the reduction of market 
supplies of corn and hogs. Though any attempt to obtain a 
more efficient adjustment in the use of agricultural resources 
was incidental to this main objective, soil conservation was 
recognized as an additional advantage. Even before the AAA 
went into operation agricultural leaders had discussed the mal-
adjustments in the use of farm resources in various areas. 
Soon after the organization of the AAA, a Division of Pro-
gram Planning was organized. The production planning sec-
tion of this Division actively undertook the solution of the 
problem of how adjustments in market supplies could be ac-
complished with a minimum of uneconomic results . Emphasis 
was placed on obtaining differential adjustments on an area 
basis. 
Most of the agricultural experiment stations cooperated 
with the production planning section in making estimates (on 
a type-of-farming-area basis ) of changes in crop and live-
stock production necessary to minimize soil depletion. The 
present study indicates that adjustments on an area basis are 
not enough. 
Variations in soil resources are of less importance in the 
Cash Grain Area than in any of the other type-of-farming 
areas. But even in this area, where the greatest uniformity 
('xists, a detailed survey of 61 contiguous farms cut by a small 
stream in Story County indicates that the farm in this group 
with the most fertile soils would normally produce over twice 
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as much feed per acre as the one with the least productive 
soils." 
There is a far greater range in the productivity of the soil 
resources of the individual farms within areas than between 
the average level of productivity of the soil resources of the 
different type-of-farming areas.'" Furthermore, with few ex-
ceptions there is a definite relation between the variations in 
soil resources within the type-of-farming areas and the crop-
ping systems followed on them. This relationship is especially 
close in the Dairy Area but is almost negUgible in the Western 
Livestock Area. The available evidence indicates that varia-
tions in managerial ability, aptitudes and interests-unknown 
quantities-are major factors in the determination within 
rather wide limits of the most economic livestock system on 
any given farm. 
A study of anyone of our agricultural resources, land, 
buildings and equipment, hired labor, family labor or man-
c~gerial ability will reveal the variations in them to be ex-
tremely wide. These variations are not related in any readily 
apparent fashion. There is no one system of classification or 
inventorying which will account for all of them. There is a 
highest-profit and least-cost combination use of resources on 
each farm for each given price level. But how can the most 
profitable combination of these factors be determined when 
the exact nature of the factors in question is not known? In 
this lies one of the great limitations to the development of 
a national agricultural adjustment program which has for a 
major part of its objectives the more efficient utilization of 
our productive resources. 
Generally speaking, adequate inventory data are not to be 
had." An agricultural adjustment program aimed · at bring-
ing about a better adjustment in the use of agricultural re-
sources must be founded on a knowledge of the nature of 
the resources and of the way they are being used now. A 
national program is justified in setting up detailed rules and 
specific goals in adjustment only in so far as those in charge 
have knowledge of these two points. Further refinement and 
detail in the regulations governing means of achieving goals 
will almost surely lead either (a) to a waste of public funds 
by causing uneconomic adjustments on some farms, and (b) in 
some areas to a waste of public funds by inducing adjust-
12 Engelhorn, A. J. Land classification as a basis for land appraisal and equaliza· 
tion of tax assessments. Land Use Planning Pub!. No.8. Resettlement Adm. 1937. 
13 For a critical a.ppraisal of the contribution of type-of-farming studies to farm 
management or production economics soo Wilcox, Walter W., Types of Farming Re-
search and Farm Management. Journal of Farm Economics XX, p. 417. 
"A noteworthy step in this direction was taken in the fall of 1937 when the 
administrators in the AAA's North Central Region had local committeemen score 
all fields according to four factors believed to be especially important in evaluating 
present soil resourceS and their crop producing ca.pabilities. 
lnents which, though not necessarily undesirable, are noi 
an improvement on the previous situation, or (c) to a hamper-
ing of economical adjustments by setting up specifications 
which cannot be met on farms having serious maladjustments. 
A national program providing for differential type-of-farm-
ing ar ea adjustments in Iowa would be but a slight im-
provement over recent regional (Corn Belt) progr ams. A 
pr ogram providing greater latitude in the adjustments on 
each individual far m with the schedule of benefit payments 
carefully set up to induce the operators to select different 
adjustments depending on their particular circumstances has 
much more to offer. Steps have been taken in this direction 
with the use of the score card rating for each farm as one 
of the factors in the calculation of the individual farm goals 
in the 1938 and 1939 programs (see footnote on previous 
page) ." 
If a production control program is to combine with it a 
maximum of economic adjustments when the magnitude and 
the geographic location of the necessary adjustments are 
known only within wide limits, it is more appropriate to define 
the goals of adjustment than to lay down specific rules for 
attaining them. Providing sufficient flexibility in a national 
program to permit widely varying adjustments on individual 
farms, and at the same time preventing the wasteful expendi · 
ture of public funds, is a major problem to be faced by an 
~dministrator. Its solu tion appears to lie in increasing the 
education of the local committees as to the desir able goals 
of adjustment. (This will be a mutual process.) As t hc 
local committees become better acquainted with the goals 
of adjustment, more responsibility can be delegated to them. 
In view of our limited inventory data, if the national pro-
gram continues to have the two objectives - price mainte-
nance through controlled production and conservation of the 
soil-ways' and means must be found to permit the local com-
mittees to set up the detailed procedurEl for accomplishing the 
cons'ervation goals. Local farmers are the only Ones who 
have sufficient knowledge, of their resources and how they 
M'e being used to be able' to work out a procedure adapted 
to the variety of conditions encountered. (But they will pro b-
E.bly need technical assistance.) Such a plan would increase 
administrative expenses. To offset this, however, less money 
would be paid to farmers for adjustments not desired or for 
legal compliance with the program even though no benefits 
to either the individual or the nation resulted. 
lei One of the appal'ent weaknesses of these programs is the sch edul e of ben efi t 
payments which may often give the largest payments to the operators w ho have to 
make the small est shifts in crop acreages to comply w ith the program. 
21 
IN RESEARCH AND APPRAISALS 
The readel.' interested in sampling procedure who has fol-
lowed the argument this far has probably already made his 
0wn interpretation as to the significance of the conclusions. 
Studies of farm organization and management might be im-
proved in many cases by putting more emphasis on adequate 
sampling of farms with similar resources rather than the 
sampling of geographic areas. Adjacent geographic location 
simply does not assure similarity of productive resources, 
which is so often assumed in these studies, 
Scientific land appraisal is still in its infancy. Lending on 
mortgages on Iowa land has passed from the stage of a 
policy of loaning to all applicants with few questions asked, 
through the stage where no loans were made regardless of 
the answers to innumerable questions, back to the place 
where loans are made again, but only after the appraiser has 
made an independent investigation. Appraisers are guided 
by published soil maps, by analyses of relative risks in dif-
ferent areas made by officials of their company, and by their 
own examination of the farm. Too often individual farms 
get the benefit of a judgment which applies to the area as a 
whole rather than to the particular farm in question. 'fhls 
is serious both in the low value and high value areas, If the 
farm happens to be a good one but is located in a low value 
area many companies will not make a loan on it at any price 
--others only an extremely small loan, Both the would-be 
borrower and the would-be lenders are losers. But it is the 
case of the unproductive farm in the productive areas whieh 
gives mortgage lenders most diffi('ulties. Loans on these 
farms at community average levels result in farm foreclosures 
in an attempt to recover the loaned funds. The location of 
llnproductive farms in productive areas will probably be one 
of the most important appraisal problems for a number of 
years to come. The data summarized in this study re-empha-
size the need for an independent appraisal of each farm, 
without "too much" reliance being placed on published in-
ventory data relating to the geographic area in which it if' 
located. 
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APPENDIX A 
Tables indicating the representativeness of the sample .and 
frequency distributions of the farms classified on varIOUS 
items. The townships are grouped on the basis of soil pro-
ductivity. 
TABLE 1. LAND UTILIZATION AND GRAIN YIELDS IN THE FIVE TYPE· 
OF-FARMING AREAS AND THE SELECTED SAMPLES. 
Farm Crop- Crop-
land in land in land in 
Crop-
land in 
small 
Corn 
per 
acre 
Oats 
per 
acre crops corn hay grain 
Percent Percent Percent Percent Bushels Bushels 
----
- ---
---- --- --
- --- - - --
Dairy Area 
Entire area -------------- 00 43 19 35 41 34 
Sample ------- ----- - ------ - 63 41 21 36 42 36 
Cash Grain Area 
Entire area -------------- 74 53 7 39 42 36 
Sample ------- -- ---- ---- -_ ... 78 54 6 39 42 36 
Western Livestock Area 
Entire area -------------- 72 58 U 31 3fj 31 
Sample 
------------------- ... 
77 59 9 29 39 31 
Eastern LI-vestock Area 
Entire area 
--------------
62 50 18 29 44 35 
Sample ... ---- -- ------ -- -- -_ ... 64 49 19 30 44 36 
Southern Pasture Area 
Entire are!l -_ ... ----------- 52 48 23 25 35 28 
Sample --- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -_ ... 59 48 24 23 36 28 
'.PABLE 2. PRINCIPAL SOIL GROUPS WI'l'HIN SELF;01'ED '.POWNSI-iIPS.* 
Group A 
Maj or soil series 
Group B 
Major soil series 
----- --- - --1 - ------------ - ------ ---
Dairy Area 
Most productive soils 
Intermediate soils 
I"east productive soils 
Cash Grain Area 
Northern townships 
Central township3 
Southern townships 
western Livestock Area 
Northern townships 
Centra! town~hips 
Missouri bottoms 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Most productive soil s 
In termediatc soils 
Least productive soils 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soils 
Intermediate solis 
Least productive soils 
Carrington (6S)*' 
Carrington (35) Clyde (9) 
Fayette (62) 
Carrington (72) Clyde (10) 
Carrington (53) Clyde (16) 
Clinton (61) Tama (7) 
Clarion (65) Webster (13) Webster (71) Clarion (21) 
Webster (74) Clarion (23) Carrington (41) Webster (40) 
Webster (56) Carrington (36) Carrington (43) Webster (32) 
Marshall (82) 
Marshall (80) 
Lamoure (34) Sarpy (16) 
'l'am a (71) Wabash (13) 
'l'ama (23) Grundy (15) 
Muscatine (1M) 
Clinton (74) 
Grundy (76) Shelby (9) 
Grundy (39) Shelby (44) 
Shelby (55) Grundy (15) 
Marshall (85) 
MarshaH--(76) Wabash (18) 
Wabash (24) Sarpy (22) I,a-
moure (20) 
Muscn tine (78) 
'l'ama (49) Carrington (21) 
Clinton (36) Grundy (19) 
Tama (10) 
Tama (55) Shelby (11) 
-Tam a (52) Shelby (38) 
Shelby (28) Grundy (21) 
Clinton (20) 
* The townshIps selected for each SOlI product.lvlty class We1'e diVided III two 
groups, A and B, based on differences in the proportion of the major soil types. 
** Approximate percentage of totn.l area of the townships. 
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TABLE -3. PERCENTAGE m' ALL FARMS APPEARING IN VARIOUS SIZE 
CLASSES-~'ARMS CLASSIFmD BY 'l'YP1~-OF-FARMING AREA AND 
SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
Acres in farm 
Soil productivity and Number Mean 
type-of- farming I 60-139 ! 140-1791180-2791 of farm areas 3- 5& 280 cases size 
-------(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
Most productive soils ______ 5 36 31 19 9 5,953 157 
Intermediate soils 6 36 26 24 8 5,764 157 
Least productive soi1~ _____ 14 37 20 20 9 5,560 148 All soils __________________ 9 36 25 21 9 17,277 154 
Cash Grain Area 
Nortbern towllships* 
------
1 21 37 19 22 3,194 197 
Central townships 4 31 34 21 10 3,847 168 
Southern townships ------- 6 33 28 23 10 4,052 160 
All townships 
---------- - 4 29 33 21 13 11,093 174 
Western Livestock Area 
Northern towDships* 
------
1 21 39 23 16 3,442 191 
Southern townships 6 35 80 20 9 3,977 160 
MIssouri bottom twps. 
---
14 34 23 16 13 3,188 163 
All townships 
----------- 6 30 31 20 13 10,607 172 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Most productive soils 
----- 5 29 34 23 9 5,215 167 
Intermediate soils 6 37 26 21 10 5,312 164 
Least productive soils 
----
11 44 18 18 I} 5,500 148 
All solis ------- ---- ------ 8 36 26 20 9 16,027 160 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soils _____ 8 37 23 21 11 5,050 161 
Intermediate soils 9 34 27 20 10 5,166 160 
Least productive soils ____ 8 37 20 22 13 4,745 166 All solis __________________ 8 36 24 21 11 14,961 162 
* The townships in the Cash Grflin and Western Livesto ck areas are I:;roupen in 
this way because the nature of the soil variations within them is different from 
the other areas. See text , p. 5. 
24 
TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION (PEIWENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF FARM LAND 
lN CROPS-~'ARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE·OF·FARM· 
ING ARlcA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVrl'Y. 
Percent farm land in crops Median 
Type-of- farming area Number percclIt 
and 
I I I I 
of of fUTlII 
soil productivity Q.- 4Q.- u5-- 7Q.- 85- cases land 
39 .9 54.9 69.9 84.9 100 in crops 
---
----
--- -
(Percent of all farms in group) 
------------------
Dairy Area 
Most productive soils ______ 1 6 38 49 5,624 72 
Intermediate soils 3 17 50 28 2 5,420 OJ 
Least productive soils _____ 21 39 31 8 1 4,772 51 
All soils --- -- ---- -- ------- 8 20 40 29 3 15,816 0;1 
Cash Grain Area 
Northern townships 
------- 3 16 58 22 3,]55 78 
Central townships 2 14 58 25 3,69:; 7!J 
Southern townships --- ---- 16 55 23 3 ,814 78 
All townships ------------ 1i} 57 24 10 , C,li:-.l 78 
Western Livestock Arca 
Northern townships ------- 0 21 G3 13 3,4J I 7!"i 
Southern townships ------- 1 5 27 53 14 a,740 71 
Missouri bottom twps. _____ 6 5 12 36 42 2,754 82 
All townships ------------ 2 4 21 51 22 B,nOS 70 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Most productivc soils ----- G 33 53 6 4,975 7·' .,
Intermediate soils 5 15 43 .,.j 4 4,DiG ()fi 
Least productive soils _____ 21 34 31 12 2 4,883 sa 
All soils 
--- ---------- -- --- 9 18 36 33 4 14,834 (iG 
Pasture Arca 
Most productive soils ______ 9 1S as 30 5,055 n4 
Intermediate soils 14 22 38 22 5,161 fiO 
Least productive soils 
-----
26 32 27 13 4, i4ii 51 
All soHs 
----- -- ---- -- - - --- 16 24 :15 21 14,001 5H 
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TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERC]<;NT O~' CROPLAND 
IN CORN-FAI~MS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF·~'ARMING 
AREA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
Percent of cropland in corn 
'l'ype-of- farming a rea 
and ° l m l · l w l ~ l w l ~ l oo I M Mean soil productivity Num- percent Stand-29.934.9 39.V 44.9 49.9 54.959.9 64.9 100 ber of ard 
of cropland devia-(Percent of all farms in group) cases in corn tion 
- ----- - - - -
Dalry Area 
Most productive soilE __ _ 6 9 18 23 18 14 7 3 3 5,624 44 11 
Intermediate soils ____ __ 17 14 17 17 12 19 5 3 5 5,420 41 13 Least productive soils_ . 30 20 17 13 8 2 2 3 4,772 36 13 All soils _____________ 17 14 17 18 13 10 5 3 3 15,816 41 13 
Cash Grain Area 
Northern townships __ _ 2 2 4 12 22 28 16 8 6 3,156 51 9 
Central townships ____ 1 1 2 9 20 28 19 11 9 3,693 53 10 
Southern townships ___ 1 1 2 5 12 22 20 17 20 3,814 57 11 
All townships ___ ___ . 1 1 2 8 18 26 19 13 12 10,663 54 10 
Western Livestock Area 
Northern townships __ __ 2 2 4 11 18 24 15 12 12 3,411 53 10 
Southern townships ___ 1 1 1 3 6 12 17 18 41 3,740 63 12 
Missouri bottom 
towll~hips __ __ _____ ____ 6 1 2 3 4 7 7 11 59 2,754 64 19 
All townships _______ 3 1 2 6 9 15 14 14 30 9,905 59 15 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Most productive soils __ _ 3 3 9 18 21 21 11 7 7 4,975 49 11 
Intermediate soils __ c ___ 5 4 8 13 17 19 13 9 12 4,976 51 14 
J~east productive soils __ 14 8 10 13 12 15 9 7 12 4,883 47 17 All soils _______ ______ 7 5 9 15 17 18 11 8 10 14,834 49 14 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soils __ _ 10 5 7 11 12 17 12 9 17 5,055 51 18 
Intermediate soils ___ ___ 16 7 9 10 11 14 10 7 16 5,160 48 21 
},e88t productive soils __ 26 8 9 11 8 11 6 6 15 4,745 44 22 All soils _____________ 18 6 8 11 11 14 9 7 16 14,961 48 21 
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TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN HAY-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE·OF'FARMING 
AREA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
Mean 
Percent of cropland in hay Num- percent Stand-
Type-of-farming area ber of ard 
and o 1 10 1 15 I 20 I 25 I :lO ! 35 I 40 of cropland devill-
soil productivity 9.914.919.924.929.11 34.9 39.9 100 cases in hay tion 
- --- - - -(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
Most productive soils ______ . 25 22 19 14 9 5 3 3 5,624 16 10 Intermediate soils ___________ 15 12 17 18 14 11 6 7 5,420 22 12 
Least productive soils ______ 9 5 8 14 18 17 11 18 4,772 29 14 All soils _________________ 17 13 15 15 14 11 6 9 15,816 21 13 
Cash Grain Area 
Northern townships ________ . 73 13 7 3 2 1 0 1 3,156 6 8 
Central townships 78 14 5 2 1 0 0 0 3,693 6 7 Southern townships __ ._______ 78 13 5 2 1 0 0 1 3,814 6 7 All townships ___ ______ __ 76 13 6 2 1 0 0 1 10,663 6 7 
Western Livestock Area ______ 
Northern townships ________ . 55 20 13 6 3 1 1 1 3,411 10 9 
Southern townships _________ 54 17 13 7 4 2 1 2 3,740 11 10 
Missouri bottom twps. ______ 79 9 5 3 2 1 0 1 2,754 5 1/ All townships ___________ . 62 16 11 5 3 1 1 1 9,905 9 9 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Most productive soils _______ 25 21 23 15 9 3 2 2 4,975 16 10 Intermediate soils ___________ 21 14 18 18 12 7 4 6 4,976 19 13 
Least productive soils ______ 19 9 12 14 13 10 7 16 4,883 24 16 All soils _________________ . 21 15 15 15 12 7 4 8 14,834 19 14 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soils _______ 31 12 15 12 11 6 4 9 5,055 19 16 Intermediate soils ___________ 26 9 11 12 10 8 6 18 5,161 25 18 
Least productive soils ______ 25 7 7 9 10 8 7 27 4,745 29 21 All soils _________________ . 27 10 11 11 10 7 6 18 14,961 24 19 
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TABLE 7. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN SMALL GRAIN-FARMS CLASSU'IED BY 'fYPE·OF·FARMING 
AREA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
Percent of cropland In Median 
small grain percent 
'l'ype-of- farming area Number of 
and 
I I I 
of cropland 
soil productivity 0 25 35 45 cases in small 
24.9 34 .9 44 .9 100 grain 
---(Percent of all fanns in group) 
Dairy Area 
Most productivE solls ______ 8 27 48 17 5,624 38 Intermediate solls __________ 17 35 35 13 5,420 34 
Least productive soils ______ 23 37 28 12 4,772 32 
All 50lls 
----------------
16 33 37 14 15,816 35 
Cash Grain Area 
Northern townships ________ 5 16 45 34 3,156 41 
Centrlll townships 6 :!O 44 30 3,693 40 
Southern townships ________ 12 33 38 17 3,814 36 
All townships ---------- 8 24 42 26 I JO ,663 39 
Western Livestock Area 
Northern townships ________ 15 32 40 13 3 ,411 36 
Southern townships ________ 46 34 16 4 3,740 26 
Missouri bottom twps. _____ 55 19 12 14 2,754 23 
All townships ---------- 38 29 23 JO 9,905 2',) 
Eastern Llvestoc:.: Area 
Most productive soils _______ 19 36 34 11 4,975 34 
Intennediate solls 34 39 20 7 4,9i6 29 
Least productive soils ______ 45 31 1ti 8 4,883 26 
All soils ------- --------- 33 35 23 9 14,834 30 
Pasture Area 
Most productive soils ______ 44 31 J6 9 5,055 27 
Intermediate soils 57 26 11 6 5,161 22 
Least productive solls ______ 61 22 10 7 4,745 21 
All solls 
- ---- -------- ---
54 26 13 7 14,961 23 
TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF CORN YIELDS-FARMS CLASSIFIED 
BY TYPE·OF·FARMING AREA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
Olass intervals in bushels per acre 
Type-of-farming area 
nnd 
3 I 20 I 25 I 30 I 35 I 40 I 45 I 50 I 55 I 60 I 65 I 70 Number soil productivity of cases 
19.9 24.9 29.9 34.9 I 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 I 64.9 69.9 over 
(Percent of all farms in the group) 
Dairy Area Most productive soils ____________________ . ~ 4 7 13 14 22 11 16 5 3 1 1 5,081 
Intermediate soils _______________________ 5 6 10 15 12 20 7 12 3 3 1 6 4,694 
Least productive soils __________________ 2 3 5 11 11 28 11 19 3 ~ 1 3 4,209 All soils ______________________________ . 3 5 7 14 12 23 10 16 4 g 1 2 13,984 
Cash Grain Area Northern townships ______________ 4 6 9 15 17 20 12 10 4 2 1 0 2 ,903 
Central townships ___________________ . - ---. 1 2 5 10 13 2.~ 16 19 6 4 1 0 3,409 Southern townships _____________________ 2 3 7 I 12 12 19 13 19 7 4 2 0 3 ,374 All townships _________ _______________ . 2 4 7 12 14 21 14 16 5 4 1 0 9,686 
Western Livestock Area Northern townships _____________________ . 2 3 5 16 22 24 11 12 3 2 0 0 3,202 Southern townships _____________________ . 2 3 7 13 14 24 14 15 4 3 1 0 3 ,477 
Missouri bottom townships ______________ . 5 6 9 14 12 20 11 13 5 3 1 1 2,370 All townships ________________________ . 3 4 7 14 16 23 12 13 4 2 1 1 9,049 
Eastern J, ivestock Area Most productive soils ___ ___ ______________ . 1 1 3 6 8 18 13 24 D 9 4 4 4,597 Intermediate soils _______________________ . 1 !l 5 11 1~ 2~ J1 19 6 6 1 2 4,436 Least productive soils ____ __ _____________ . 4 7 9 15 J1 23 8 15 :1 3 1 1 4,358 AIl soils _________________ __________ ___ . 2 3 5 11 11 21 II 19 6 6 2 3 13,291 
Pasture Area Most productive soils ________ __ _________ . ~ 5 9 16 12 21 9 14 4 5 1 1 4,293 Intermediate soils _______________________ . 10 11 14 19 12 16 7 7 2 1 0 1 4,419 Least productive solls ___ ________________ . ]R 18 16 17 8 12 ., 5 I 1 0 1 3,768 
AIl soils - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- -_. 10 J1 13 17 11 17 7 8 2 2 1 1 12,480 I 
-
Mean 
corn 
yield 
----
41 
38 
43 
41 
38 
43 
43 
42 
39 
41 
39 
39 
48 
44 
:19 
44 
41 
34 
~O 
36 
Standar 
deviatiD 
---
12 
13 
12 
12 
11 
10 
11 
11 
10 
10 
12 
11 
11 
11 
12 
12 
12 
12 
]2 
13 
d 
'D 
~ 
00 
TABLE 9. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF OAT YIELDS-FAHMS CLASSIFIED 
BY TYPE·OF·FARMING AREA AND SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. 
(jlass intervals in bushels per acre 
~ ~'ype-of-farming area 
and 
soil productivity o I 15 I 20 j 25 I 30 ) 35 I 40 I 45 I 50 I 55 I 60 I 65 14. . 19.9 24.9 29 .9 34.9 39.9 44.9 49.9 54 .9 59.9 64.9 over 
Dairy Area 
Most productive sOils--------------------1 3 Intermediate soils _______________________ 6 
Least productive soils____________________ 4 All soils ______________________________ 4 
Cash Grain Area Northern townships _____________________ 1 6 
Central townshlps _________ _______________ . 2 
Southern townships _____________________ 1 
All townships ________________________ 3 
Western Livestock Area Northern townships _____________________ 1 
Southern townships _____________________ 13 
Missouri bottom twps._____ ______________ 11 
All townships ----------------------- _Ill 
Eastern Livestock Area Most productive soils ___________________ _ 
Intermediate soils _______________________ 1 
Least productive solls___ ___ ______________ 6 All soils ______________________________ 3 
Pasture Area 
Most productive SOil8 ____________________ I 6 
Intermediate soils ______ __ _______________ IV 
Least productive 80iI8____________________ 22 All soils ______________________________ 15 
4 
(; 
5 
6 
8 
Il 
7 
2 
4 
6 
4 
6 
9 
11 
8 
8 
12 
8 
9 
7 
8 
7 
7 
15 
11 
11 
4 
8 
13 
8 
10 
15 
18 
14 
(Percent of all farms in the group) 
11 lli 
14 ill 
11 ill 
D W 
11 
8 
9 
9 
10 
16 
9 
12 
8 
12 
14 
11 
20 
13 
14 
15 
18 
20 
15 
18 
16 
2Z 
23 
20 
W 20 
D W 
D lli 
14 lli 
15 
15 
15 
15 
17 
10 
12 
14 
16 
13 
14 
21 
22 
26 
23 
19 
1(; 
18 
16 
24 
20 
15 
20 
11 
15 
15 
14 
19 12 17 
II 
6 
11 
17 9 
16 6 
18 9 
8 
6 
7 
7 
7 
13 
9 
10 
6 
3 
7 
5 
8 
7 
4 
7 
5 
3 
8 
(; 
II 
7 
i 
12 
lU 
lU 
6 
3 
10 
6 
15 
9 
:~ 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
1 
I 
1 
~ 
2 
3 
1 
I 
2 
2 
U 
1 
1 
U 
U 
1 
1 
U 
U 
1 
U 
2 
() 
U 
I 
1 
() 
() 
1 
Number 
of cases 
4,988 
4,533 
3,996 
13,517 
2,836 
3,351 
3,241 
9,428 
3,020 
2,924 
1,371 
7,315 
4,410 
4,074 
3,574 
12,058 
3,670 
3,503 
2,629 
9,802 
Mean 
oats 
yield 
35 
32 
35 
34 
34 
38 
38 
36 
33 
27 
32 
31 
39 
35 
31 
36 
33 
26 
24 
28 
Standard 
deviation 
11 
12 
D 
12 
12 
11 
11 
11 
12 
12 
15 
13 
11 
11 
11 
11 
13 
13 
12 
13 
t>:l 
roO 
30 
APPENDIX B 
'rabIes gIvmg the frequency distributions of farms classi-
fied on various items, with the farms grouped according to 
size. 
'l'ABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF FARM LAND 
IN CROPS-CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF-FARMING AREA AND SIZE. 
Percent of farm land in crops Median 
'l'yp~~of-farming area percent 
and 
I I \ 
Number of farm 
size of farm 0 40 55 70 85 of cases land 
39.9 54.9 69.9 84.9 100 in crops 
------
(Percent of all farms in the group) 
Dairy Area 
60 - 139 acres. _____________ 8 19 40 29 4 6,294 64 
140 - 179 .. 
--.----------- 6 17 40 34 3 4,407 65 
180 - 279 -------------- 9 22 41 25 3 3 ,605 62 
2SO - over .. 
--------------
14 26 34 23 3 1,510 59 
All farms 
- ---. ----------- 8 2Q 40 29 3 15,816 63 
Cash Grain Area 
60 - 139 acres ______________ 3 4 18 54 21 3,203 77 
140 - 179 .. --_.---------- 0 2 14 61 23 3,640 78 
ISO - 279 
--------------
1 4 15 57 23 2,336 78 
2SO - over .. -------------- 0 2 13 53 3~ 1,484 SO 
All farms ----------- ----- 1 3 15 67 24 10,663 78 
Western Livestock Area 
60 - 139 acres. _____ .. ______ 3 5 24 45 23 3,164 76 
140 - 179 .. -------------- 1 3 19 57 20 3,262 77 
ISO - 279 -------.------ 1 4 19 55 21 2 ,108 77 
280 - over .. 
--------------
4 5 23 47 21 1,371 76 
All farms 
--- ---- ---------
2 4 21 52 21 9,905 77 
Eastern Livestock Area 
60 
-
139 acres ____________ ._ 10 19 36 31 4 5,841 64 
140 - 179 .. -------------- 7 14 37 39 3 4,171 67 
ISO 279 
--------------
8 18 38 32 4 3,319 64 
280 - over .. -------------- 16 24 31 25 4 1,503 60 
All farms -.------- ---- --- 9 18 36 33 4 14,834 64 
l'asture Area 
3 - 59 acres ___________ ___ 48 18 14 10 10 1,210 41 
60 - 139 " -------------- 15 22 85 23 5 5,442 60 
140 - 179 
--------------
10 21 40 26 3 3 ,515 62 
ISO - 279 
--------------
12 28 36 22 2 3 ,lC6 59 
280 - over " -------------- 19 30 · 34 15 2 1,688 55 
All farms 
------- ---- ---- - 16 24 35 21 4 14,961 59 
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TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN CORN-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF-FARMING 
AREA AND SIZE. 
Percent of cropland In corn Mean 
Type- of- farming area percent Stand-
and Num- of crop- ard 
size of farm ° I W I ~ I W I U I W I · I OO I M ber of land in devi-29.9 34.~ 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 64.9 100 cases corn ation 
---------
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
00 - 139 acre~ ________ 18 13 16 17 11 10 5 4 6 6,294 41 U 
110 - 179 .. -------- 14 14 18 19 15 11 5 2 3 4,407 41 12 
180 - 2i9 .. -------- 16 15 18 19 13 10 5 2 2 3,605 41 11 
280 - over .. -------- 19 15 17 17 14 10 4 2 1 1,510 40 11 
All farms ---------- 17 14 17 18 13 10 5 3 3 15,816 41 13 
Cash Grain Area 
00- 139 ecres ________ 2 2 2 7 15 21 18 13 20 3,203 55 13 lW - 179 .. -------- 1 1 2 9 18 27 19 13 10 3,640 54 9 
180 - 279 .. 
--------
1 1 3 9 18 28 19 13 9 2,336 54 9 
280 - over " -------- 1 1 3 10 22 29 20 9 5 1,484 52 8 
All farms ---------- 1 1 3 8 18 26 19 12 12 10,663 54 10 
Western Livestock Arc" 
00 - 139 acres ________ 3 1 2 4 6 11 11 13 49 3, 164 65 16 
140 - 179 " -------- 2 1 3 8 11 15 14 14 32 3,262 59 13 
180 - 279 " -------- 1 1 2 5 12 17 16 17 29 2,108 59 13 
280 - over " -------- 3 1 3 6 14 18 15 15 25 1,371 57 U 
All farms 
----------
3 1 2 6 9 15 14 14 36 9,905 59 15 
Eastern Livestock Arca 
00- 139 acres ________ 10 5 9 14 13 17 10 7 15 5,841 W 17 
140 - 179 " -------- 6 5 10 17 17 19 11 7 8 4,171 49 13 
180 - 279 " -------- 6 5 9 16 W 18 12 7 8 3 ,319 49 12 
280 - over " -------- 6 5 9 14 20 21 11 8 6 1,503 49 12 
All farms ---------- 8 5 9 15 16 18 11 8 10 14,834 49 14 
Pasture Area 
3 - 59 acres __ ____ __ 48 3 2 3 1 6 3 4 30 1,210 52 40 
30 - 139 " -------- 18 6 6 10 9 13 9 8 21 5,442 49 22 
140 - 179 .. ------_ .. 11 6 8 12 12 17 11 9 14 3 ,515 49 16 
180 - 279 " -------- 13 8 10 13 12 16 11 7 10 3,106 47 15 280 - over " -------- 16 8 12 13 14 14 10 6 7 1,688 45 15 
All farms --- ------- 17 7 8 11 11 14 9 7 16 14,961 48 19 
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TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN HAY-];'ARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-m'-FARMING AREA AND SIZE. 
Percent of cropland in hay Mean 
'l'ype-of- farming area -------------- percent Stand-
and Num- of crop- .. rd 
size of brm o 1 10 1 15 I 20 I 25 I SO I 35 I 40 ber of land in devi-9.914.919.924.929.9S4.9S9.9 100 cases hay ation 
------- - --(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
6O - 139 acres ____________ 18 12 15 15 13 11 1 6 10 6,294 22 14 140 - 179 .. --------.--. 17 14 16 15 14 11 6 7 4,407 21 12 
ISO - 279 " _.--._------ 14 15 16 16 15 10 7 7 3,605 21 12 
280 - over " ------------ 16 13 13 16 13 11 7 11 1,510 22 13 
All farms ----- -- --- -- -.- 17 13 15 15 14 11 6 9 15,816 21 13 
Cash Grain Area 
00 - 139 acres ____________ 73 14 5 3 2 1 1 1 3,203 7 9 
140 - 179 " ------------ 79 12 6 2 1 0 0 0 3,640 6 6 
180 - 279 " -----.- -- --- 76 15 6 2 1 0 0 0 2,336 6 6 
28') 
- over " ------------ SO 12 5 2 1 0 0 0 1,484 6 6 
All farms ... -----------.- 76 13 6 2 1 1 0 1 10,663 6 7 
Western Livestock Arca 
6') 
- 139 acres ____________ 62 14 9 6 4 2 1 2 3,164 9 11 
140 - 179 " ----------.- 64 15 11 5 3 1 0 1 3,262 \) ~ 
ISO - 279 " ------------ 59 19 12 5 3 1 0 1 2,108 \) 9 
2SO - over " _.-------- .- 58 20 12 5 3 1 0 1 1,371 II 8 
All 1arms ---- - .. - - .. - --- 61 16 11 5 3 1 1 1 9,005 9 9 
Eastern Livestock A~ea 
6O - 139 ucres ____________ 24 12 14 14 12 7 5 12 5,841 20 ]6 
140 - 179 " ------------ ]9 ]5 22 18 11 5 4 6 4,]71 J9 ]2 
]SO 
- 279 " ------- . _.-- 19 18 18 17 11 7 4 6 3,319 ]9 12 
280 - over " ------ --- --- 22 17 ]9 14 11 7 4 6 ],503 ]8 ]2 
All farms -.---------- ---- 21 15 18 16 11 7 4 8 14,834 19 14 
Pasture Area 
3 - 59 acres ____________ 65 2 3 2 2 3 1 22 1,210 25 28 
60 - ]39 " ------------ 31 9 10 10 9 7 5 ]9 5,442 23 20 
140 - 179 " ------------ 24 ]0 14 12 12 8 G 14 3,515 23 16 
ISO - 279 " ------------ 11 ]2 13 14 11 9 7 17 3,]06 24 16 
2SO - over .. --------- --- 16 ]2 12 13 13 9 7 18 1,688 25 16 
All farms 
------------ -- - 27 10 11 11 ]0 7 6 ]8 14,961 24 ]9 
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'l'ABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN SMALL GRAIN-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY 'l'YPE-O~'-FARMING 
AREA AND SIZE. 
I Median 
Percent of cropland in small grain percent 
Type-of-farming afea of 
and 
I I I 
Number croplaud 
size of farm 0 25 35 45 of in small 
24.9 34.9 H.9 100 cases grain 
---
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
00 - 139 acres ______________ 20 31 34 15 6,294 35 
140 - 179 .. ------- ---- --- 12 33 40 15 4,407 36 
180 - 27>1 " -------------- 13 36 38 13 3,605 35 
280 - over " -------------- 13 35 39 13 1,510 36 AI] farms 
----- -- -- -- -----
16 33 37 14 15,816 35 
Cash Glain Area 
60 - 139 acres ______________ 15 26 36 23 3,203 37 
140 
-
179 " -------------- 4 24 45 27 3,640 40 
IBJ - m " -------------- 6 24 45 25 2,336 39 
280 - over " -- -- ------ -- -- 3 17 46 34 1,484 41 
All farms ----- -- -- -- -- --- 7 24 42 27 10,663 39 
Western Livestock Area 
60 - 139 acres _________ _____ 52 24 16 8 3,164 24 
140 - 179 " -------- ------ 30 31 27 12 3,262 31 
ISO - 279 .. -------------- 33 33 25 9 2,108 30 
280 - over " -------------- 30 29 28 13 1,371 32 
All farms ----- -- - - -- ----- 38 29 23 10 9,905 29 
Eastern Livestock Area 
60 - 139 acres ______________ 38 32 2.1 9 5,841 29 
140 - 179 " ------ - ------- 28 36 21 9 4,111 31 ISO - 279 " -------------- 30 38 25 7 3,319 30 280 - over " -------- ----- - 32 39 22 7 1,503 30 
All farms 
- ---- -- -- -- -- ---
33 35 23 9 14,834 30 
Pasture Area 
3 
-
59 acres ______________ 81 5 4 10 1,210 15 
60 - 139 " -- -------- ---- 56 23 12 9 5,442 22 HO - 179 .. ------ --_. --- - 48 31 15 6 3,515 26 
160 
-
279 .. 
- -- -- -- -- -- ."-- 49 33 13 5 3,106 25 
280 - over .. ------- -- ---- . 49 30 15 6 1,688 25 
All farms ----- -- - - -- -- --- 54 26 13 7 14,961 23 
TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF CORN YIELDS-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE·OF·FARMING AREA AND SIZE 
Type-of-farming area 
and 
Corn yields in bushels 
size of farm I I I I I I I I I I I Number o 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 of cases 
19.9 24.9 29.9 34.9 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 64.9 69.9 over 
Dairy Area 60 - 139 acres ______________________________ . 
140 - 179 " _____________________________ _ 
180 - 279 
280 - over" All f arms ___________________________ - ___ . 
Cash Grain Area 
3 
3 
4 
3 
60 - 139 ac.~es------------------------------·I' 9 ]40 - 179 ______________________________ ._ 
180 - 279 " ______________________________ . 1 
280 - over U _______________________________ 3 
All farms ______________________________ . 2 
Western Livestock Area 60 - 139 acres _______________________________ 1 is 
140 - 179 "_______________________________ 2 
180 - 279 " ______________________________ . 2 
280 - over" ______________________________ . 3 
All farms _______________________________ . 3 
Eastern Livestock Area 60 - 139 acres ______________________________ ·1 
140 - 179 " _____________________________ __ 
180 - 279 " _____________________________ __ 
280 - over" _____________________________ __ 
All farms _______________________________ . 
Pasture Area 
3 - 59 acres_______________________________ 12 
00 - 139 " ______________________________ . 11 
140 - 179 _______________________________ 9 
180 - 279 ______________________________ . 10 
280 - oyer" ______________________________ 0 9 
All farms________________________________ 10 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
12 
12 
10 
11 
10 
11 
7 
7 
8 
9 
8 
7 
6 
8 
7 
8 
6 
6 
8 
7 
6 
5 
5 
6 
5 
16 
12 
12 
13 
13 
13 
(Percent of all farms in tne group) 
13 
13 
14 
14 
13 
12 
12 
13 
14 
12 
15 
14 
14 
15 
15 
12 
9 
10 
11 
11 
19 
17 
17 
17 
18 
]8 
11 ~ 
13 a 
13 a 
13 H 
U a 
13 
14 
14 
15 
14 
H 
18 
17 
17 
16 
10 
10 
10 
14 
10 
7 
]0 
11 
]2 
11 
1] 
20 
21 
21 
19 
21 
23 
a 
23 
a 
23 
22 
19 
22 
22 
21 
15 
]6 
17 
16 
]7 
Ii 
ro Ii 
ro M 
ro 14 
9 13 
ro W 
14 
15 
14 
15 
14 
12 
12 
IS 
13 
12 
10 
11 
12 
12 
11 
17 
17 
17 
12 
16 
]3 
13 
14 
12 
13 
19 
21 
20 
18 
20 
5 8 
6 9 
8 8 
6 8 
7 9 
6 9 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
7 
7 
5 
6 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
5 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
1 
2 
6 
8 
r. 
4 
6 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 , 
o 
o 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
2 
3 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5,725 
4,012 
3,058 
1,189 
13,984 
3,025 
3,433 
1,983 
1,245 
9,686 
2,984 
3,063 
1,835 
1,167 
9,049 
5,392 
3,859 
2,864 
1,176 
13,291 
703 
4,803 
3,139 
2,575 
1,260 
12,480 
Mean 
corn IStandard 
yield deviation 
42 
41 
40 
40 
41 
42 
42 
42 
40 
42 
40 
40 
40 
39 
39 
35 
46 
44 
43 
44 
34 
35 
36 
36 
36 
36 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
1] 
10 
1] 
11 
11 
11 
11 
10 
11 
11 
16 
13 
12 
11 
12 
14 
13 
~~ 
13 
13 
13 
~ 
..... 
TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF OAT YIELDS-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE·OF·FARMING AREA AND SIZE 
Oat yIelds in bushels per acre 
Type-of-farming area 
and 
size of fann I \ \ I I I I I I I I I I Number I 0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 G5 of cases 14.9 19.9 24.9 29.9 34.9 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 114.9 over 
I--~--------------~-------
Dairy Area 
l~g = g~ ac.~es==============================1 : ISO - 279 .. ______________________________ [ 4 
280 AIyf":r~~s_============================== ~ 
CaS:1 Grain Area 60 - 139 acres _____________________________ _ 
140 - 179 .. 
ISO - 279 
- -- -- -- ---- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - - ---
280 - over U All f arms ______________________________ _ 
Wes tern Livestock Area 
3 
3 
R 
4 
3 
60 - 139 acres ______________________________ ·1 12 
140 - li9 .. ______________________________ . 11 
)SO - 279 .. ______________________________ 10 
280 - over H ______________________________ . 9 
All farms_______________________________ 11 
Eastern Livestock Area 
60 - 139. acres ______________________________ 1 
140 - 179 .. _____________________________ _ 
180 - 279 .. _____________________________ _ 
280 - over" _____________________________ _ 
All fanns ______________________________ _ 
Pasture Area 
3 - 59 acres___________ _________________ __ 14 
60 - 139 .. ______________________________ . Hi 
140 - 179 _____________________________ .. 16 
ISO - 279 ______________________________ . 15 
280 - oyer H ______________________________ . 15 
All fanns___________________ ____________ 10 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
9 
8 
8 
8 
7 
8 
9 
9 
11 
10 
10 
8 
8 
7 
6 
7 
12 
12 
11 
17 
11 
9 
7 
7 
9 
8 
16 
14 
lR 
16 
1R 
14 
(Percent of all farms in the group) 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
9 
10 
8 
12 
9 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
11 
10 
12 
13 
11 
13 
14 
I ii 
12 
14 
13 
18 
19 
18 
18 
19 
14 
15 
15 
16 
15 
20 
18 
17 
16 
18 
21 
19 
20 
2R 
20 
14 
14 
14 
15 
14 
14 
15 
15 
17 
15 
10 
14 
11 
12 
12 
H 
14 
14 
14 
14 
17 8 
18 9 
Ii 10 
Ii 9 
18 10 
18 10 
18 
18 
18 
17 
18 
24 
23 
24 
22 
23 
14 
15 
17 
16 
16 
19 
20 
22 
21 
20 
8 
11 
11 
J2 
12 
11 
7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
9 
10 
11 
8 
10 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
6 
7 
7 
6 
7 
1 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
11 
9 
9 
8 
10 
6 
5 
7 
6 
5 
9 
11 
9 
6 
9 
9 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
1 
I 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
o 
o 
1 
2 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
5,404 
3,888 
3,013 
1,172. 
13,517 
2,829 
3,389 
1,970 
1,240 
9,428 
2,032 
2,645 
1,623 
1,115 
7',315 
4,5i2 
3,625 
2,734 
1,127 
12,508 
244 
3,401 
2,705 
2,303 
1,149 
9,802 
Mean 
oats IStandard 
yield deviation 
35 
34 
3! 
34 
34 
37 
37 
37 
35 
36 
30 
31 
31 
32 
31 
35 
37 
36 
36 
36 
28 
28 
28 
29 
28 
28 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
11 
11 
11 
11 
L3 
13 
1~ 
12 
13 
12 
12 
11 
10 
11 
15 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
OJ 
<:Jl 
36 
APPENDIX C 
'rabIes gIvmg the frequency distributions of farms classi-
fied on various items, with the farms grouped according to 
tenure of operator. 
TABLE 1. PEIWENT OF FARMS APPEAIUNG IN VARIOUS SIZI'; CLASSES 
-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-O~'-FARMING AREA AND TENURE. 
'l'ype-of- farming 
Rnd tenure 
area 
Acres in farms 
--- -------- -
3 
59 
140 I 179 180 I 280 279 over 
Number 
of 
cases 
Mean 
acres 
per 
farm 
------ - - ----------------- --- - ---
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
Owner 
--------- ---- ---- -----
13 42 23 16 6 8.582 137 
Part owner 
- -- ---- ---------
2 22 23 33 20 1.537 203 
Tenant 
------------- ---- ----
5 33 29 24 9 7.158 165 
All farms 
----- ------ -- ---
9 36 26 21 8 17.277 154 
Cash Grain Area 
Owner 
--- ------ -- -- ---------
38 ~9 16 9 3.431 152 
Part owner 
- ---------------
15 21 33 25 938 220 
Tenant 
---------- ---- -------
2 27 36 21 14 6.724 178 
All farms 
--- ---- ------ ---
29 33 21 13 11.093 174 
Western Livestock Art'a 
Owner 
----------- ---- -------
12 34 27 Ii 1{) 3.650 156 
Part owner 
--- ---- -- -------
1 17 22 34 26 784 '227 
Tenant 
-------- ---- ------ ---
4 29 34 20 13 6.173 174 
All farms 
----------------
6 30 31 20 13 10.607 172 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Owner 
----- -- -- -- -- ---------
12 42 23 16 7 7.316 142 
Part owner 
----------------
2 20 20 33 25 1.303 216 
Tenant 
------ -- ---- ---- -- ---
4 34 30 23 9 7.408 167 
All 1arms 
----- ---- ---- ---
8 36 26 20 9 16.027 160 
Pasture Area 
Owne!" 
- ---- -- ---- ---- -- -----
12 41 21 16 10 6.527 148 
Part owner 2 19 19 3" 27 1.473 222 
.. _----- ---------
., 
Tenant 
-- -- -- ---- -- -- -------
5 36 27 22 10 6.961 163 
All farms 
----------------
8 36 24 21 11 14.961 162 
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TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCEN'l' OF FARM LAND 
IN CROPS-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF-FARMING AREA 
Type-of- farming 
8 rea and tenure 
AND TENURE. 
Percent of farm land in crops 
39~9 I 5!~9 I 6~~9 I sl~9 I 1% 
Median 
percent 
Number of farm 
of cases land in 
crops 
---- --------11-------------------------------
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area Owner ___________ __ ________ _ 
Part owner _______________ _ 
Tenant ___ _________________ _ 
All farms _______________ _ 
Cash Grain Area 
9 
7 
6 
8 
Owner ______________________ 2 
Part owner ___________ _____ 1 
Tenant _____________________ 1 
All farms ________________ 1 
Western Livestock Area 
24 
19 
17 
20 
Owner _____________________ _ 4 6 
Part owner _____ __________ _ 2 5 
Tenant _____________________ 1 3 
All farms _________ ____ ___ 2 4 
Eastern Livestock Area Owner _________________ __ ___ 13 23 
Part owner ________________ 8 21 
Tenant ____ _________________ 6 13 
All farms ________________ 9 18 
Pasture 4re3 Owner _________ _ ___________ 18 28 
Part owner ________________ 11 26 
Tenant _____________________ 10 20 
All farms ________________ 13 24 
40 25 _2 
38 32 4 
40 33 4 
40 29 3 
20 58 16 
13 57 25 
13 56 27 
15 57 24 
24 49 17 
19 50 24 
19 53 24 
21 52 21 
37 24 - 3 
36 31 4 
36 40 5 
36 33 4 
36 16 2 
36 24 3 
38 28 4 
37 23 3 
7,495 62 
1,512 65 
6,809 65 
15,816 63 
3,153 76 
929 78 
6,581 79 
10,663 78 
3,214 75 
774 77 
5 ,917 77 
9,905 77 
6,425 61 
1,270 61 
7,139 68 
14,834 64 
5,715 57 
1,444 60 
6,592 63 
13,751 60 
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'l'ABLE 3. DIS'l'RIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN CORN-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY 'l'YPE-OF-FARMING AREA 
AND TENURE. 
Percent of cropland in corn Meao 
Num- percent Stand-
'l'ype-of- farming ber of ard 
area and tenure ° l oo l ~ I ~ I ~ l ro l $ I OO I OO of cropland devia-29.9 S4.9 ~.~ H.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 64.9 2~ cases in corn tion 
---------------- (Percent of all farms III gronp) 
I Dlliry Area ~ Owoer ---~ ~ ----------- 20 In 18 17 12 9 4 2 3 7,495 40 13 Part 'owner ___________ 21 17 19 16 12 8 3 2 2 1,512 39 11 
Tenant 
----- --- - ------
12 12 17 19 15 12 6 3 4 6,809 42 12 All farms ___________ 17 14 17 18 13 10 5 3 3 15,816 41 13 
Cash Grain Arca 
Owner 
-- --- -----------
2 2 3 10 18 25 18 11 11 3,153 53 12 Part owner ___________ 1 1 2 11 22 27 18 10 8 929 52 9 
rrenant 
-- - ----- -------
1 1 2 7 17 26 19 14 13 6,581 54 10 
All farms 
------ - ---
I 1 3 8 18 26 19 12 12 10,663 5! 10 
Western Livestock Area 
Owner 
-- - -- - ----------
3 1 3 7 10 15 13 13 35 3,214 59 14 
Part owner ___________ 1 1 4 5 10 14 12 13 41 774 61 13 
rl'ena.nt 
- ---------------
3 1 2 5 10 14 14 15 ~ 5,917 59 15 
All farms 
----- ------
3 1 2 6 10 15 13 14 36 9,905 (j() 15 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Owner 
- ------ --- - - - ---
11 6 10 15 15 17 10 6 10 6,425 47 16 
Part owner 
----------
5 6 10 16 15 18 12 8 10 1,270 49 13 
rrenant 
-------- ------- 4 4 9 15 17 19 12 9 11 7,139 50 13 All farms ___________ 7 5 9 15 16 18 11 8 11 14,834 49 14 
Pasture Area 
Owner 
-- - --- ----------
26 7 8 11 10 12 7 6 14 6,527 45 23 Part owner __ ___ ______ 12 9 9 12 13 15 11 7 12 1,468 47 16 
Tenant 
--- -- ---- ---- ---
12 6 7 11 11 15 11 8 19 6,966 50 19 All farms ___________ 17 6 8 11 10 14 9 7 16 14,961 48 21 
-
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TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION (PEROENTAGE) OF PEROENT OF OROPLAND 
IN HAY-FARMS OLASSIFIED BY 'rYPE-OF-FARMING AREA 
AND TENURE. 
Percent of cropland in hay Mean 
Num- percent Stand-
Type-of-farming ber of ard 
area and tenure o \ 10 [ 15 1 20 \ 25 [ SO [ 35 [ 40 of cropland devia-9.9 14.919.924.929.934.939.9 100 cases in hay tion 
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Arell 
Owner ----- ---- - - - --------- 14 11 15 15 15 12 7 11 7,495 24 14 
Part owner ________________ 11 15 16 15 15 12 8 8 1,512 23 12 
'l'enant --------- ----------- 21 15 16 15 13 9 5 6 6,309 19 12 
All farms --- ---_."- ------ 17 13 15 15 14 11 6 9 15,816 21 IH 
Cash Grain Area 
Owner 
-- ------ ---- ---- -- --- 66 18 8 3 2 2 0 1 3,153 8 9 Part owner ________________ 73 16 6 3 1 1 0 0 929 7 6 
'renant 
- ------ - --- ------ ---
81 11 4 2 1 1 0 0 6,581 5 6 
All farms 
--------- -------
76 13 6 2 1 1 0 1 10,663 6 7 
Western Livestock Area 
Owner 
-- - - ------ ---- ---- ---
53 18 12 7 4 \) 1 3 3,214 11 11 
Part owner ________________ US 17 11 5 3 0 0 774 8 9 
'renant 
- ------ ---- -- ---- - -- 66 15 10 4 3 1 0 5,917 8 8 
All farms ------- -- -- -- -- 62 16 11 5 3 1 1 9,905 9 9 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Owner 
- - - .. _--------- -- -- --- 19 11 16 15 13 9 5 12 6,425 22 16 
Part owner ____________ __ __ 19 17 18 16 11 7 5 7 1,270 19 12 
'renant 
----------- ---------
25 18 18 16 10 5 3 5 7,139 17 12 
All farms 
-- ------- "----- 20 15 18 16 12 7 4 8 14,834 19 14 
Pasture Area 
Owner 
---- --------------- . - 28 7 9 10 10 7 6 23 6,527 27 21 
Fart owner 
--- -------- -- -- 18 12 12 14 13 8 6 17 1,468 25 16 
'l-enant 
- -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- ---
29 11 12 12 10 7 5 14 6,966 21 17 
All farms ________________ 28 10 11 11 10 7 5 18 14.961 24 ]g 
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TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF PERCENT OF CROPLAND 
IN SMALL GRAIN-FARMS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF-FARMING 
AREA AND TENURE. 
Percent of cropland Median 
in small grain percent 
Number of 
'l'ype-of-farming of cropland 
area nnrl tenure 0 25 35 45 cases in small 
24.9 34.9 44.9 100 grain 
------
(Per(;~nt of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
Owner ----- --- -_.- ------ ----- 18 33 36 13 7,495 35 Port OW"~ ________________ 12 32 40 16 1,512 4~ 
~'enant _______________ __ _____ 14 33 ~'ll 15 6,809 44 All farms _________________ 15 33 37 14 15,816 39 
Cash Grain Area 
g:~terow~e-;'--::~ ~:~~: :~:~:::~ ~ I 11 25 42 22 3,153 38 6 21 46 27 929 40 
~'enant ------ --- --- _______ _ 1 G 24 41 29 6,581 40 All farms _________________ 8 24 42 26 10,003 ~9 
Western Livestock Arell Owner _______________________ 42 26 23 9 3,214 28 
Part owner 
_.--.--------- --- 43 28 20 9 774 27 
Tenant ----- .--.. - -.-. -_.- --- 35 SO 24 11 5,917 30 
All farms .- - .-- -------- --- 38 29 23 10 9,905 29 
Enstern Livestock Area 
Owner 
------------- -- ---- ---- 38 35 Hi 8 6,425 28 
Part owner --- - - ------ -- -- --- 32 36 24 8 1,270 30 
Tenant ----- -- -- -- -- - .. _- -- --- 28 36 27 9 7,139 31 
All farms ------ -- 33 36 23 8 14,834 30 
Pasture Area 
Owner ----- --------_. - - ------ 58 23 11 6,527 22 
Pe.rt owner - -- -- -- -- -- -- -. - - 51 30 12 7 1,468 25 
Tenant ------- -- -- - - - - - - -- --- 51 28 14 7 6,966 27 
All fanns ------ - 54 26 13 7 14,961 23 
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TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF CORN YIELDS-FARMS 
CLASSIFIED BY TYPE·OF·FARMING AREA AND TENURE. 
----------
Corn yield in bushels 
Type- of- farmlng area 
and tenure o \ 20 I 25 \ 36 I 35 I 40 I 45 I 50 I 55 I 60 I 65 I 70 19.9 24.9 29.9 34.9 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 64.9 69.9 over 
(Percent of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area Owner _______________________________________ 4 6 12 11 24 10 18 5 4 2 2 Ten an t ______________________________________ 6 8 15 13 22 9 13 3 3 1 2 All Isnns _____ .. ____ ___ __________________ 5 7 13 12 23 10 15 4 3 1 2 
Cash Grain Area Owner _______________________________________ I 3 5 10 12 20 14 20 7 6 2 0 Tenant _______ .. ______________________________ 2 4 8 13 15 21 14 15 5 3 0 0 All Isnns _______________________________ 2 4 7 12 14 21 14 16 5 4 1 0 
Western Livestock Area Owner ____________ .. __________________________ 2 6 13 14 23 13 16 5 3 1 1 TenRnt.. _______ .. __________________ __________ . 3 8 16 18 23 11 12 3 2 U 0 All Ianns __________ ___________ __________ 3 7 14 16 23 12 13 4 2 1 1 
Eastern Livestock Area Owner _______________________________________ I 3 5 10 10 22 10 21 6 7 2 3 Tenant _____________________________________ _ 2 4 (, 11 11 20 12 18 6 6 2 2 All fsnns _______ ________________________ 2 3 5 11 11 21 11 19 6 0 2 3 
Pasture Area Owner _______________________________________ 8 10 12 17 10 18 7 10 3 3 1 Tenant.. ____________________ ______ ___________ 12 12 13 18 11 16 6 7 2 2 0 All lanns _______________________________ 10 11 12 18 11 17 7 8 2 2 1 
Number 
of cases 
----
7,251 
6,733 
13,984 
3,118 
0,568 
9,686 
3,184 
5,865 
9,049 
6,2lO 
7,081 
13,291 
5,751 
6,729 
12,480 
Mean 
corn 
yield 
----
42 
39 
40 
44 
41 
42 
41 
39 
40 
45 
44 
44 
37 
34 
36 
Standard 
deviation 
----
12 
12 
12 
11 
11 
11 
n 
11 
11 
12 
12 
12 
13 
13 
13 
.;:. 
I-' 
TABLE 7. DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE) OF OAT YIELDS-FARMS 
CLASSIFIED BY TYPE-OF-FARMING AREA AND TENURE. 
Oat yields in bushels 
Mean 
Type-of- farming urca Number oats rtandard 
and teuure o I 15 I 20 I 25 I 30 I 35 I 40 I 45 I 50 I 55 I 60 I 65 of cases ~ deviation 14.9 19.9 24.9 29.9 34.9 39.9 44.9 49.9 54.9 59.9 64.9 over 
(Perceut of all farms in group) 
Dairy Area 
Owner _____ ____ _____ - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- 3 4 8 11 18 14 19 8 9 3 2 6,987 36 12 TenanL __________________________ -___ -- -____ 6 U 10 13 19 14 16 7 6 1 1 6,530 33 12 
All farms _________________ -- ---- -- -- ---- 4 5 9 12 18 13 17 7 7 2 1 13,517 34 12 
Casll Grain Area 
Owner __________ ____ --_ -_ -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- 2 3 6 8 12 14 26 11 13 2 2 2,991 39 11 TenBnt ______ ___ -___________ -___ -- -_ -- ---- --- 4 4 8 10 16 15 22 9 8 2 1 6,437 35 11 
All !arms ___ -- -- -- -___ -- -- ---- -- -- ------ 3 4 7 9 15 15 23 10 10 2 1 9,428 36 11 ;;:. 
i':) 
Western Livestock Area Owner __ _______________ -___ -__ _ -___ --- ----- -- 10 5 10 12 19 .2 17 5 'l 1 1 1 2,511 32 13 
·TenaI\L ______ --- _____ -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- -- --- 12 7 12 13 18 12 15 4 6 1 1 0 4,804 30 13 
All farms ___ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- ---- 11 7 11 12 18 12 16 6 6 1 1 0 7,315 31 13 
Eastern Livestock Area Owner _____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ___ -___ -- -- -- ---- 3 3 7 11 21 14 21 6 10 2 6,463 37 11 
Tenant _________ -___ -_ -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- - 3 4 8 11 19 14 20 7 9 2 6,595 35 11 
All farms _______ -_ -_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- 3 4 8 11 20 14 20 7 9 2 12,058 36 11 
Pasture. Area Owner _____________________ ____ -___ -- -- -- ---- 11 7 13 14 20 10 13 4 5 1 4,384 30 13 Tenant _____ ______________________ -___ -- -- --- 18 ~ 15 13 16 9 10 3 4 1 5,418 27 13 
All farms _____ -_ -_ -- -- ---_ -- -- -- -- -- ---- 15 8 14 13 18 9 11 4 1 9,802 28 13 
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APPENDIX D 
Tables g'iving available data indicating the farm to farm 
variation in livestock systems. 
'l'ABLE 1. HUNDREDWEIGHT OF HOGS PRODUCED IN 1935-FARMS 
CLASSIFIED BY SIZE. CROPPING SYSTEM AND 
TYPE-OF-FARMING AREA_' 
Large farms'" 
Cash Grain Arca 
Owt. hogs per farm____________________ 70 
Standard deviation in cwt.____________ 61 
Coefficient of variation________________ 87 
Western Livestock Area 
CwL hogs per farm____________________ 140 
Standard deviation in cwt._____ _______ 105 
Coefficient of variation___________ __ ___ 75 
Eastern Livestock Area Cwt. hogs per farm _______________ .. _ .__ 154 
Standard deviation in cwt. _____ ._______ 157 
Coefficient of variation_____ __ _________ 102 
Pasture Area 
Cwt_ hogs per farm___________ _________ 72 
Standard deviation in cwt . __ _____ _____ 64 
Coefficient of variation________________ 88 
Small farms 
Cash Grain Area 
Cwt. bogS per farm____________________ 71 
Standard deviation in cwt.____________ 43 
Coefficient of variation________________ 60 
We8tern Livestock Area 
Cwt_ hogs per farm____________________ 110 
Standard deviation in cwt.____________ 67 
Coefficient of variation________________ 61 
E 8Etern Livestock Area 
Owt. hogs per fa=_______________ ___ __ 55 
Standard deviation in cwt.____________ 39 
Coefficient of variat.on________________ 70 
Pasture Area 
Owt. hogs per farm____________________ 26 
Standard deviation in cwt.____________ 31 
Coeillcient of variation________________ 119 
* Farm management survey, 436 farms. 
156 
136 
87 
229 
97 
42 
166 
III 
67 
76 
85 
85 
50 
42 
84 
163 
141 
66 
56 
39 
70 
34 
31 
92 
Heavy 
grass 
137 
98 
72 
202 
99 
~9 
130 
76 
58 
66 
59 
89 
91 
62 
68 
152 
88 
58 
70 
44 
62 
34 
27 
79 
Un-
weigbted 
average 
121 
32 
190 
46 
150 
76 
71 
87 
71 
70 
142 
68 
61 
67 
31 
97 
** The designation Heavy Grain , Intermediate and Heavy Grass refer to the 
proportion of the total crop acreage devoted to grain production. For a complete 
expl"n o ';on of (he basis of grouping see Iowa Agr. :Exp. Sta .. Bul. 3 61 :8 ff. 
*** Farms over 139 acres, except in Western Livestock. Area. where it. includes 
only those over 179 acres in size. 
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TABLE 2. PERCENTAGE OF ALL COWS WHICH ARE MILK, BEEF, OR 
MILK AND BEEF COWS ON 336 FARMS IN THE DAIRY AREA, 1935.* 
Heavy grain tntermedia te Heavy grass 
Under 140 A. Under 140 A. Under 140 A . 
140 A. and over 14() A. and over 140 A. and over 
M Uk -------------- - ------------ 97 85 95 ~ 94 90 
Milk and beeL ________________ 3 2- 10 5 
Heef 
- -- -- - - - - - - -- - --- --- -- ----- 3 12 3 4, 2 5 
'1'otaL _________ .. ____ ---roo-~ ----wo-~ ~l OO-
"* Farm management survey. 
TABLE 3. FARMS IN THE DAIRY AREA CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO 
DOLLARS OF INCOME FROM DAIRY PRODUCTS, SIZE AND 
CROPPING SYSTEMS, 1935.* 
Acres 
in 
farm 
3 - 59.9 ____ _ 
Income from dafry products-dollars 
Heavy grain fa rm s 
60 - 99.9_____ 2 2 6 
100 - 139.9__ ___ 3 2 1 1 9 
] J{) - 179 .9__ ___ 4 1 3 5 2 2 23 
)80 - 219.9_____ 1 1 1 6 
~~ :: ig~:g~~~j 1 1 2 1 ~ 
Soo - :.<;9.9_____ J 2 
34() - ,,79.9 _____ 
1 
2 
380 - 4lO.9___ __ 1 1 2 
'1'otaL __ ~ I--6- --8- ---n --6- --7- ---;;- 3- --4- -~-I-=- --1- 55 
Intermediate farms 
3 - 59.9_____ 1 1 2 
60 - 99.9_____ 2 2 3 3 11 
100 - 1~9 .9_ ____ 1 2 4 f> 1 14 
~ 40 - 179.9_____ 1 2 3 3 1 3 16 
180 - 2"9.9 ____ _ 1 
220 - ~59.9 ____ _ 1 2 
200 - ~ro.9 ____ _ 2 2 5 300 - [39.9 ____ _ 1 3 
~40 - 379.9 ____ _ 1 1 
380 - 419.9 ____ _ 
TotaL___ 5 
3 -
60 -]00 
-
140 -
180 
-
£20 . 
260 -
300 -
340 -
S80 -
Acres 
in 
farm 
59.9 ..•.. 
00.9 ..... 
1:>9.9 ..... 
179.9 ..... 
219.9 ..... 
259.9 .. . .. 
200.9 ..... 
339.9 ..... 
379.9 ..... 
419.9 ..... 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
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TABLE 3.-Continned. 
Income froln dairy products-dollars 
Heavy grass farms 
3 1 
3 3 3 
2 2 4 4 
2 2 
1 2 
* Farms not included in table are: 
HEAVY GRAIN ~'ARMS 
1 farm 160 A. and $1,621 Dairy i nCOt::1 6 . 
1 farm 400 A. and 2 ,242 Da.iry income. 
1 farm 160 A. and 1,208 Dairy income. 
1 farm 440 A. and 900 Dairy income. 
INTERMEDIATE FARMS 
1 farm 160 A. and $1,307 Dairy income. 
1 farm 240 A. and 1,168 Dairy income. 
1 farm 240 A. and 1,229 Dairy income. 
1 farm 447 A. and 122 Dairy income. 
HEAVY GRASS FARMS 
1 farm 230 A. and $1,367 Dairy income. 
1 farm 287 A. and 1,889 Dairy income. 
Data from farm management survey. 
2 
G 
12 
15 
10 
5 
4 
4 
TABLE 4. PERCENTAGE OF ALL COWS WHICH ARE MILK. BEEF, OR 
MILK AND BEEF COWS ON 272 FARMS IN THE PASTURE AREA, 1935.* 
Heavy grain 
farms 
Intermediate 
farms 
Heavy grass 
farms 
Under 140 A. Under 140 A . Under 140 A. 
140 A. and over 140 A. and over 140 A. and over 
---- - ------------------------
Milk cows ................... . 
Milk and teeL ............... . 
Beef cows .•..... ............. 
TotaL ................... . 
79 
9 
12 
100 
46 
12 
42 
100 
85 
II 
6 
100 
38 
15 
47 
100 
75 
11 
14 
100 
* Farm mallag~mellt and B . A. E . , Dec. 1, 1935 l ivestock survey data. . 
36 
9 
55 
100 
46 
TABLE 5. FARMS OVER 140 ACRES IN SIZE IN THE PASTURE AREA. 
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO NUMBERS OJr MILK, BEEF, OR MILK 
AND BEEF COWS AND ACRES OF HAY AND 
PASTURE, 1935.* 
. 1 Number of cows 
Acres hay 
and pasture 
1-3 4-6 7-9 10-1213-1516-18 19-21 22-24 25-27 23-30 I I Total 
o - 15 __ -__ -_·_-_-_-_ -,_-__ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -_-_1-- ---- ---- --_-1-_ ----- -------- ----~- -=-
16 - 30 ___ ____ ____ __ __ ______ _ _ 
31 - 45 ___ ___ ________ ____ ____ _ 
46 - 00 __ __________ __ ________ _ 1 2 2 1 1 5 61 - 75 ______ ______ _______ __ _ _ 2 3 1 1 2 2 n 76 - 90 ______________________ _ 1 3 1 3 2 11 " 91 - l05 ___ ___________________ _ 
]06 - !20 __ ______ ______ __ ______ _ 1 2 1 1 2 5 1 1 3 5 1 ]3 J21 - J35 ________ ______ _____ __ _ _ 2 1 1 1 7 ' ]36 - 150 ______________________ _ 1 1 1 2 5 151 - ]65 ______________________ _ 1 2 ]66 - ]80 ______________________ _ 3 1 1 6 IS] - 195 _________________ ____ _ _ 2 2 1 6 196 - 210 _______ ___ ________ ____ _ 1 2 211 - 225 _______ __ __ ___________ _ 1 1 226 - 240 ______________________ _ 1 1 24] - 255 ______________________ _ 2 256 - 270 ______________________ _ 
TotaL _____________________ -9-1213171-7- --S- --6- --2- --3- --2- W 
Farms not included in table are : 
1 farm 4 3 CO\V8 and 159 acres hay and pasture. 
1 farm 47 cows and 226 acres hay and pasture. 
] farm 12 cows and 295 acres hay and pa.gture. 
1 farm 14 cows and 293 acres hay and pasture. 
1 farm 14 cows and 321 acres hay and pasture. 
1 farm ]6 cows and 301 acres hay and pasture. 
1 farm 39 cows and 310 acres hay a,nd pasture. 
1 farm 47 cows and 395 acres hay and pastuI'c. 
] farm 45 cows and 675 acres hay a.nd pasture. 
1 farm 18 cows and 285 acres hay and pasture. 
1 farm 15 cows and 624 acres hay and pasture. 
* Farm management survey data. 
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TABLE 6. HUNDREDWEIGHT OF BEEF PRODUCED IN 1935. FARMS 
CLASSIFIED BY SIZE, CROPPING SYSTEM AND TYPE·OF· 
FARMING AREA. * 
Heavy 
grain 
farms 
L arge farms** 
Oash Grain Area 
Cwt. of beef per farm_ ___________ ___ _ 44 
Standard deviation ______ ___ ________ __ 36 
Coefficient of variation ________ ____ __ _ 83 
Western Livestock Area 
Cwt . of beef per farm _______________ _ 
Stalldard deviation ________________ __ _ 
Coefficient of variation ___ __ ______ __ _ 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Cwt . of beef per farm__ ______________ 138 
Standard deviation _____ ____ _____ _____ 132 
Coefficient of variation_ ___ _____ ___ __ _ 96 
Pasture Area 
Owt. of beef per farm__ __________ ___ _ 60 
Standard deviation __ _________________ 42 
Coefficient of variation_ ___________ __ _ 70 
Small farms 
Cash Grain Area CwL of beef per farm ______________ __ 
Standard deviation ____ ______ ______ __ _ 
Coefficient of variation __________ ___ __ 
Western Livestock Area Owt. of beef per farm _______________ _ 
Standard deviation ____ __ ____________ _ 
Ooefficient of variation _____________ __ 
Eastern Livestock Area 
Cwt. of beef per farm __ _____________ __ 
Standard deviation _________________ __ 
Coefficient of variation __________ __ _ 
Pasture Area Cwt . of beef per farm _______________ _ 
Standard deviation __________ __ _____ __ 
Coefficient of variation ___________ __ _ 
42 
31 
75 
Inter-
mediate 
farms 
82 
63 
77 
166 
76 
46 
110 
76 
69 
65 
43 
66 
68 
32 
47 
Heavy 
grass 
farms 
92 
93 
102 
201 
136 
68 
123 
84 
68 
]00 
95 
95 
66 
40 
62 
W 
20 
52 
Un-
weighted 
average 
73 
87 
184 
57 
124 
78 
75 
77 
61 
* Hundredweight of beef produced per acre of hay and pasture. and the standa"l 
deviations and coeffi cients of varia.tion were also computed. III general, the coef · 
Dcients of variation were la.rger when beef production 1.va s put on a per acre 
of grass basis. 
* * All farms over 13 9 acres in s ize ex cept in the Western Li vestock Area, w here 
on1y those over 179 acres in s ize are included. 
*** Less than 10 cases in the grou p that h ad beef or milk and beef cows. 
